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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
The application or patent numbers are missing from page 1 and 2 of the 

specification. Applicant needs to fill in these blanks with the correct numbers in order to 
successfully incorporate by reference the named references. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-3, 7, 9-10, 12, 21, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Evoy et al. (US 6,766,460). 

Regarding claim 1, Evoy et al. anticipates a system, comprising: a first processor 
that executes a transaction targeting a pre-determined address (column 6, lines 15-30, 
where a host processor initiates a Java application, thus informing the power 
management system, seen as a predetermined address); a second processor coupled 
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to said first processor (Figure 1 , with the master processor and the slave processor both 
coupled to the system bus); and a wait unit coupled to said first and second processors, 
said wait unit detects said pre-determined address and asserts a wait signal to cause 
said first processor to enter a wait mode (column 6, lines 15-35, where the power 
management system detects the transaction to the Java processor, seen as a 
predetermined address, and subsequently signals the host process to power down, 
seen as a wait state). 

Regarding claim 2, Evoy et al. anticipates the system of claim 1, wherein the 
wait signal is de-asserted to permit the first processor to retrieve a status of the second 
processor (column 6, line 62 - column 7, line 10, where the Java completion signal is 
sent to bring the host processor out of its wait state and therefore the host processor 
retrieves completion status of the Java processor simply by receiving the Java 
completion signal). 

Regarding claim 3, Evoy et al. anticipates the system of claim 2, wherein the 
status includes one or more instructions that the first processor is to execute (column 
10, line 65 - column 11, line 17, with in Operation 214, post process operations are 
executed based on the Java completion signal status message returning to the first 
processor). 

Regarding claim 7, Evoy et al. anticipates the system of claim 1 , wherein said 
wait unit de-asserts the wait signal upon detection of a signal from said second process 
(column 7, lines 4-7, where after receiving the completion signal from the Java 
processor, the host processor's wait status is de-asserted). 
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Regarding claim 9, Evoy et al. anticipates a method, comprising: executing a 
transaction that targets a pre-determined address (column 6, lines 15-30, where a host 
processor initiates a Java application, thus informing the power management system, 
seen as a predetermined address); detecting the transaction to said pre-determined 
address; asserting a wait signal upon detection of the transaction to cause a processor 
to stall (column 6, lines 15-35, where the power management system detects the 
transaction to the Java processor, seen as a predetermined address, and subsequently 
signals the host process to power down, seen as a wait state); causing said wait signal 
to de-assert upon occurrence of an event (column 6, line 62 - column 7, line 10, where 
the Java completion signal is sent to bring the host processor out of its wait state), said 
de-assert controlled by logic external to said processor (column 7, lines 4-10, where the 
host processor goes back to normal, seen as de-asserting the wait signal, and this is 
caused by the Java completion signals and the host register switch 56, external to the 
processor itself as seen in Figure 2). 

Regarding claim 10, Evoy et al. anticipates the method of claim 9 wherein said 
stall comprises a low power mode (column 6, lines 23-27, where the host processor 
goes to a lower power when processing is transferred over to the slave processor with 
the Java mode signal) 

Regarding claim 12, Evoy et al. anticipates the method of claim 9 wherein said 
event comprises a signal from another processor (column 6, line 62 - column 7, line 7, 
where after the slave processor halts execution, the receiving of the completion signal 
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from the Java processor's registers occurs and the host processor's wait status is de- 
asserted). 

Regarding claim 21, Evoy et al. anticipates a system, comprising; a first 
processor; a second processor; means for detecting a transaction targeting a pre- 
determined address (column 6, lines 15-30, where a host processor initiates a Java 
application, thus informing the power management system, seen as a predetermined 
address, Figure 1 , with the master processor and the slave processor both coupled to 
the system bus) and for asserting a wait signal to said first processor to cause the first 
processor to enter a wait state (column 6, lines 15-35, where the power management 
system detects the transaction to the Java processor, seen as a predetermined 
address, and subsequently signals the host process to power down, seen as a wait 
state); and means for releasing said first processor from the wait state (column 6, line 
62 - column 7, line 10, where the Java completion signal is sent to bring the host 
processor out of its wait state). 

Regarding claim 24, Evoy et al. anticipates the system of claim 21 wherein said 
means for releasing said first processor from the wait state comprises a wait release 
signal from said second processor coupled to a wait unit, said wait unit de-asserts the 
wait signal upon detection of the wait release signal (column 7, lines 4-10, where the 
host processor goes back to normal, seen as de-asserting the wait signal, and this is 
caused by the Java completion signals from the slave processor and the host register 
switch 56, external to the processors, seen as part of a wait unit as seen in Figure 2). 
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4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 15 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipates by 
Miller et al. (US 5,596,759). 

Regarding claim 15, Miller et al. anticipates a wait unit, comprising: a decode 
logic unit that determines when a first processor runs a transaction to a pre-determined 
address (column 5, line 57 - column 6, line 5, where the interprocessor logic includes 
sleep bits which set sleep status for each processor, therefore a request to start the 
second processor from the first processor, seen as a transaction to a predetermined 
address, is permitted only by the interprocessor logic since it defines the sleep bits of 
each processor, thereby determining the instances where processors can interact with 
each other); a first processor interface; a second processor interface (Figure 1 , where 
the interprocessor logic is coupled to both processors); logic coupled to the decode 
logic unit, the first processor interface, and the second processor interface, wherein said 
logic asserts a signal propagated by the first processor interface to cause said 
processor to stall (column 10, lines 12-45, where interactions with the interprocessor 
logic allow the first processor to activate the second processor and once the second 
processor is activated then the first processor waits for completion signals from the 
second processor as seen in Figure 4). 
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Regarding claim 18, Miller et al. anticipates the wait unit of claim 15 wherein said 
second processor interface receives a wait release signal from a second processor that 
causes the wait unit to de-assert the wait signal to said first processor through said first 
processor interface (column 9, lines 4-53, where the status bits in the processor option 
register, seen as part of a wait unit are accessed and manipulated during processor 
activations and when the second processor is completed processing, the bits are 
changed to allow the first process to acknowledge the completion and resume out of its 
own wait state). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 4-5, 13-14, and 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Evoy et al. (US 6,766,460) in view of Shenk (US 4,535,404). 

Regarding claims 4-5, 13-14, and 22-23, Evoy et al. discloses all of the 
limitations as described above except for having the transactions comprise a memory 
read or a memory write to or from the predetermined address. The general concept of 
reading or writing to memory in order to activate certain peripherals is well known in the 
art as illustrated by Shenk. Shenk discloses a system of memory mapped I/O. Memory 
mapped I/O allows for peripheral devices to be controlled by referencing memory with 
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normal program instructions and the memory is set aside by a predetermined amount of 
space and addressing within this space (column 1, lines 13-50, with reading or writing 
interpreted as a normal memory reference instruction). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Evoy et al. with using 
memory mapped I/O in order to increase the flexibility of I/O programming as noted in 
Shenk's disclosure in column 1, lines 50-52). 

8. Claims 6, 11, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Evoy et al. (US 6,766,460) in view of Mustafa et al. (US 6,678,830). 

Regarding claims 6, 11, and 25, Evoy et al. discloses all of the limitations except 
for waking the first processor (de-asserting the wait signal) in response to a system 
interrupt. The general concept of activating processors from any sleep state in 
response to a system wide interrupt is well known in the art as illustrated by Mustafa et 
al. Mustafa et al. describes a keyboard controller that activates computers. This 
activation is used as an interrupt, and is interpreted as a "system interrupt" since it can 
activate the processor from an I/O device (column 2, lines 5-30). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Evoy et al. 
with using a system interrupt to activate a processor as taught by Mustafa et al. in order 
to take advantage of power management functionalities as noted in Mustafa's 
disclosure in column 1 , lines 39-41 . 

9. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Evoy et 
al. (US 6,766,460) in view of Johnson, Jr. et al. (US 4,420,806). 
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Regarding claim 8, Evoy et al. discloses all of the limitations as described above 
except for having the wait unit, upon detection of said signal, assert a processor 
interrupt signal to the first processor if the wait signal is already de-asserted. Johnson, 
Jr. et al. describes that inter-processor interrupts are employed when a processor 
requires the services of another processor. When the wait unit detects that the wait 
signal is already de-asserted, this can only happen from a system interrupt occurring, 
such as an interrupt generated by external I/O. If the first processor is already 
activated, and the second processor needs the services of the first processor, the 
second processor can implement an interprocessor interrupt as described in Johnson, 
Jr. et al. in order to request the first processor to execute the tasks which the second 
processor needs executed (column 1, lines 17-26). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Evoy et al. with using 
interprocessor interrupts to request the attention of a processor that is already involved 
in another task as taught by Johnson, Jr. et al. in order to facilitate the implementation 
of integrating multiple processors together as to increase speed and reduce the size of 
components as noted in Johnson, Jr. et al.'s disclosure in column 1, lines 11-17. 
10. Claims 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Miller et al. (US 5,596,759) in view of Shenk (US 4,535,404). 

Regarding claims 16-17, Miller et al. discloses all of the limitations as described 
above except for having the transactions comprise a memory read or a memory write to 
or from the predetermined address. The general concept of reading or writing to 
memory in order to activate certain peripherals is well known in the art as illustrated by 
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Shenk. Shenk discloses a system of memory mapped I/O. Memory mapped I/O allows 
for peripheral devices to be controlled by referencing memory with normal program 
instructions and the memory is set aside by a predetermined amount of space and 
addressing within this space (column 1, lines 13-50, with reading or writing interpreted 
as a normal memory reference instruction). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Miller et al. with using memory 
mapped I/O in order to increase the flexibility of I/O programming as noted in Shenk's 
disclosure in column 1 , lines 50-52). 

1 1 . Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Miller et 
al. (US 5,596,759) in view of Johnson, Jr. et al. (US 4,420,806). 

Regarding claim 19, Miller et al. discloses all of the limitations as described 
above except for having the wait release signal cause a processor interrupt signal to be 
asserted if the wait signal is already de-asserted. Johnson, Jr. et al. describes that 
inter-processor interrupts are employed when a processor requires the services of 
another processor. When the wait unit detects that the wait signal is already de- 
asserted, this can only happen from a system interrupt occurring, such as an interrupt 
generated by external I/O. If the first processor is already activated, and the second 
processor needs the services of the first processor, the second processor can 
implement an interprocessor interrupt as described in Johnson, Jr. et al. in order to 
request the first processor to execute the tasks which the second processor needs 
executed (column 1 , lines 17-26). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of invention to modify Miller et al. with using interprocessor interrupts 
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to request the attention of a processor that is already involved in another task as taught 
by Johnson, Jr. et al. in order to facilitate the implementation of integrating multiple 
processors together as to increase speed and reduce the size of components as noted 
in Johnson, Jr. et al.'s disclosure in column 1, lines 11-17. 

12. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Miller et 
al. (US 5,596,759) in view of Mustafa et al. (US 6,678,830). 

Regarding claim 20, Miller et al. discloses all of the limitations except for waking 
the first processor (de-asserting the wait signal) in response to a system interrupt. The 
general concept of activating processors from any sleep state in response to a system 
wide interrupt is well known in the art as illustrated by Mustafa et al. Mustafa et al. 
describes a keyboard controller that activates computers. This activation is used as an 
interrupt, and is interpreted as a "system interrupt" since it can activate the processor 
from an I/O device (column 2, lines 5-30). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Miller et al. with using a system 
interrupt to activate a processor as taught by Mustafa et al. in order to take advantage 
of power management functionalities as noted in Mustafa's disclosure in column 1, lines 
39-41. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Adam S. Weintrop whose telephone number is 571-270- 
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1604. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30am- 
5:00pm. 

If attempts to readi the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Frantz Jules can be reached on 571-272-6681 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



AW 4/9/07 



fr4wt7 jules 
supervisor/ patent examiner 



FRANTZ JULES 
SUPERVISQBY-PATENT EXAMINER 
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